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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-25 are presented for examination. 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 04/08/2005 
was filed after the mailing date of the office action on 10/25/2004. The 
submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, 
the information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis 
for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Grantham et al. (6,215,495) (hereinafter Grantham) in 
view of Using Oracle Jdevloper and Business Components for Java with 
Oracle interMedia, February 2001, Oracle (hereinafter Oracle). 
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5. As per claim 1, Grantham discloses establishing rendering resources at 
a user site (col 4, lines 59-63); 

transmitting a rendering request (col 4, lines 63-66) from the user 
site (col 4, lines 59-63) to a rendering service (server site, col 4, lines 59- 
63), the user site being in communication with the rendering service (server 
site, col 4, lines 59-63) over a network (col 4, lines 59-63), the rendering 
request (render a three dimensional scene, col 2, lines 54-56) comprising 
identifiers (VRML file, col 4, lines 66-67) of rendering resources currently 
available at the user site required for a performing a rendering task (col 4, 
lines 66-67); 

maintaining at the rendering service a resource pool (persistent 
objects, col 4, lines 50-55) comprising rendering resources from at least one 
previous rendering request from the user site (retransmit, col 4, lines 50- 
55); 

comparing the rendering resources (comparing is done by traversing 
persistent objects, col 4, lines 50-55 and 29-37) in the resource pool at the 
rendering service (persistent objects, col 4, lines 17-21 and col 2, lines 54- 
62) with the identifiers of rendering resources currently available at the user 
site (col 5, lines 1-5); and 

receives a given required resource from the user site (receives request 
as VRML file, col 4, lines 65-67) to the rendering service only if there is not a 
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match between the resource pool and the user site for that required 
resource (VRML file, col 4, lines 65-67). 

Grantham does not explicitly disclose uploading a given required resource. 
However, uploading and downloading file in a internet environment is well 
known in the art. Oracle, For example, discloses uploading a given required 
resource (page 8, line 7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention is made to combine Grantham with 
Oracle. The motivation would have been to provide an interface to upload 
the data interactively. 

6. As per claim 2, Grantham discloses the user site and the rendering 
service are located at different physical sites, and wherein the network 
comprises the Internet (106, fig 1, col 4, line 65). 

7. As per claim 3, Grantham discloses the user site and the rendering 
service are colocated at the same physical site, and wherein the network 
comprises a local area network (col 5, lines 55-56). ~ 

8. As per claim 4, Grantham discloses the rendering service, generating 
the raw rendering resources to produce generated rendering resources (3-D, 
col 3, lines 65-67); and 
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providing the generated rendering resources to a rendering engine (205, fig 
2, col 5, lines 27-33). 

9. As per claim 5, Grantham discloses the rendering resources comprising 
scene description files, further comprising the step of manipulating a 
modeling application such that said scene description files comprise at least 
one static (VRML, col 3, lines 65-67) scene description file and at least one 
dynamic scene description file (col 4, lines 1-5), whereby a statistical upload 
volume of scene description data is reduced (creation from VRML file to 
persistent object, col 3, lines 65-67 and col 5, lines 2-5). 

10. As per claim 6, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1, 
above. In addition, Grantham discloses storing generated rendering 
resources corresponding to previous rendering requests in the resource pool 
(col 4, lines 50-55); and subsequent to said comparison step (comparing is 
done by traversing persistent objects, col 4, lines 50-55 and 29-37), 
generating a given raw resource into a generated rendering resource only if 
that raw resource required uploading for the rendering task (col 5, lines 1- 
15). 
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11. As per claim 7, Grantham discloses transmitting a session control file 
comprising the identities of each raw rendering resource file required for the 
rendering task (3-D scene, col 3, lines 65-67); 
transmitting at least one resource generation control file comprising 
associations among the raw rendering resource files and a plurality of 
generated rendering resource files corresponding thereto (relationship 
amongst the component is in VRML files, col 3, lines 65-67 and col 4, lines 
1-5); and 

for each raw rendering resource file, performing; the steps of (i) 
forward-mapping (VRML file instructs the API, col 5, lines 2-5) that raw 
rendering resource file onto a set V of dependent generated rendering 
resource files using information derived from the resource generation control 
files (VRML to persistent objects, col 5, lines 1-15), (ii) reverse mapping 
(attributes of the object may be changed or missing can be routed and 
connected from the database, col 5, lines 40-46) each member of the set V 
onto a set W of raw rendering resource files using information derived from 
the resource generation control files (VRML to persistent objects, col 5, lines 
1-15); and (iii) marking that generated rendered resource file for generation 
( persistent object, col 5, lines 1-7) (col 5, lines 50-55 and ). 
Grantham fails to disclose if (a) it does not exist in the resource pool or (b) 
any of the set W of raw rendering resource files required uploading for the 
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rendering task. However, oracle discloses mapping (page 9, lines 26-33), if 
(a) it does not exist in the resource pool or (b) any of the set W of raw 
rendering resource files required uploading (upload class, page 9, Iine7) for 
the rendering task (page 9, lines 6-20). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention is made to combine 
Grantham with Oracle. The motivation would have been to provide web- 
based application to incorporate rich content. 

12. As per claim 8, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1- 
5, above. In addition, Grantham discloses in that the static scene description 
files (VRML file, col 3, lines 65-67 and col 4, lines 1-8) will statistically be 
required for a lesser number of frames of the rendering task than the 
dynamic scene description files (col 4, lines 50-58). 

13. As per claim 9, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2, 
above. 

14. As per claim 10, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3, 
above. 
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15. As per claim 11, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4, 
above. 

16. As per claim 12, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 6, 
above. 

17. As per claim 13, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7, 
above. 

18. As per claims 14 and 15, claims are rejected for the same reasons as 
claim 1, above. 

19. As per claim 16, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4, 
above. 

20. As per claim 17, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5, 
above. 

21. As per claim 18, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7, 
above. 
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22. As per claim 19, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1, 
above. 

23. As per claim 20, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4, 
above. 

24. As per claim 21, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5, 
above. 

25. As per claim 22, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 6, 
above. 

26. As per claim 23, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7, 
above. 

27. As per claim 24, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2, 
above. 

28. As per claim 25, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3, 
above. 
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Response to Arguments 

29. Applicant's arguments filed 01/28/2005 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive, therefore rejections to claims 1-25 is maintained. 

30. In the remarks applicants argued that: 

A. Thus, Grantham fails to disclose or suggest the claimed 
rendering request comprising identifiers of rendering resources 
currently available at the user site required for performing a 
rendering task. 

B. Grantham fails to disclose or suggest the claimed 
comparing the rendering resources in the resource pool at the 
rendering service with the identifiers of rendering resources 
currently available at the user site. 

31. In response to argument A, examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Grantham discloses transmitting a rendering request (col 4, lines 63-66) 
from the user site (col 4, lines 59-63) to a rendering service (server site, col 
4, lines 59-63), the user site being in communication with the rendering 
service (server site, col 4, lines 59-63) over a network (col 4, lines 59-63), 
the rendering request (render a three dimensional scene, col 2, lines 54-56) 

• comprising identifiers (VRML file contains component of scenes e.g. 
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geometry, material lights images , col 4, lines 1-5, and lines 66-67) of 
rendering resources currently available at the user site required for a 
performing a rendering task (col 4, lines 66-67);. 

32. In response to argument B, examiner respectfully disagrees. Grantham 
discloses comparing the rendering resources (comparing is done by 
traversing persistent objects, col 4, lines 50-55 and 29-37) in the resource 
pool at the rendering service (persistent objects, col 4, lines 17-21 and col 

2, lines 54-56) with the identifiers of rendering resources currently available 
at the user site (col 5, lines 1-5). 

Conclusion 

33. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to 
expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a ~ 
first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action 
and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE- 
MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
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pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Mohammad A. Siddiqi whose 
telephone number is (571) 272-3976. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday -Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, John A. Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272- 
3964. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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